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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . The amendment filed on 2/1 1/08 is sufficient to overcome the prior art 
references. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 
all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described 
as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to 
be patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been 
obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the 
invention was made. 

3. Claims 1-3, 5-6, 8-10, 12-13, 15-17, 19-20, and 21 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Maclean et al. (US 7,072,961) in view 
of Ahvonen et al. (US 7,209,458). 

with regard to claim 1, 8, and 15, Maclean teaches: 

A method for managing a communications session with a device, 
the method comprising the computer-implemented steps of: 

establishing, with the device (mobile terminal), a communications session 
that supports a first quality of service level (column 6, lines 1-14: step 212); 

receiving, at an application server, a request (QoS change request), 
associated with the device, for a service provided by the application server (step 
312: column 6, lines 3-40) ; 

determining, at the application server, based upon the request for the 
service and policy criteria (column 5, lines 38-50: The policy criteria is the user's 
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service level agreements.), a second quality of service level to be supported by 
the communications session for the device (column 6, lines 38-44, the application 
server determines if the increase or decrease QoS level, a different QoS level 
than it started with in step 212, which makes any increase in QoS level the 
second QoS level.); and 

Once the application server determines that its okay to increase QoS 
level, it sends a positive response to the gateway, but it does not state what 
happens to layer 2 link. Thus, Maclean discloses all of the subject matter as 
described above except for modifying the communications session by causing a 
layer-2 change in a communications link used for the communications session, 
so that the communications session for the device supports the second quality of 
service level instead of the first quality of service level. 

Ahvonen et al. teaches a policy control function that determines QoS level 
for a mobile device (column 7, lines 5-19) similar to Maclean's system. However 
the Ahvonen teaches the PCF send decision (response in Maclean's system) to 
the gateway, and the gateway enforces the QoS level determined by PCF by 
modify (upgrade or downgrade) the QoS level of the PDP context (column 7, 
lines 20-30) in order to consistently and efficiently control QoS allocation in a 
radio network (columnIO, lines 11-20). 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time invention was made to modify the communication session as taught 
by Ahvonen in the system of Maclean in order to consistently and efficiently 
control QoS allocation. 
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with regard to claim 2, 9, and 16, Ahvonen teaches: 
The method as recited in Claim 1, wherein: 

the request for the service is received from a layer-2 gateway (column 7, 
lines 5-13); and 

causing a layer-2 change in a communications link used for the 
communications session, so that the communications session for the device 
supports the second quality of service level includes signaling the layer-2 
gateway to change the communications session with the device to support the 
second quality of service level (column 7, lines 20-30). 

with regard to claim 3, 10, and 17, Ahvonen teaches: 

The method as recited in Claim 1, wherein causing a layer-2 change in a 
communications link used for the communications session, so that the 
communications session for the device supports the second quality of service 
level, includes causing the modification of session context data at a layer-2 
gateway(column 7, lines 20-30). 

with regard to claim 5, 12, and 20, : 

The method as recited in Claim 1 , wherein the first and second quality of 
service levels each specifies an amount of bandwidth to be allocated to the 
device (Inherent. It well known in the art the different QoS level have different 
bandwidth in multimedia networks). 

with regard to claim 6, 13, and 21, Maclean teaches : 
The method as recited in Claim 1 , wherein the device is a wireless device 
(mobile terminal see figure 1). 
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with regard to claim 19, Ahvonen: 

The apparatus as recited in Claim 18, wherein the apparatus further 
comprises means for specifying the quality of service profile for the second 
quality of service level using a vendor-specific attribute containing the 3 rd 
Generation Partnership Project 3GPP- Negotiated-QoS attribute (column 1, lines 
47-55). 

4. Claims 4, 1 1 , and 1 8 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Maclean and Ahvonen as applied to claims 1/8/15 above, and 
further in view of Amin et al. 

Maclean and Ahvonen discloses all of the subject matter as described 
above except for generating and sending to a layer-2 gateway an Authentication, 
Authorization, and Accounting Change of Authorization (CoA) Request command 
that specifies a quality of service profile for the second quality of service level. 

Amin et al. teaches a system in figure 16 that a policy server (similar to 
Ahvonen) that informs the RAN on QoS level change (column 24, lines 45-55). 
Then RAN generates the QoS change into accounting message to send to the 
AAA server (column 7, lines 60-63) in order to store the new QoS level to user 
profile more efficiently. 

Therefore it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art 
at the time invention was made for the RAN to generate the QoS change into 
accounting message to send to the AAA server as taught by Ahvonen in the 
combination system of Maclean and Ahvonen in order to store the new QoS level 
to user profile more efficiently. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

5. Claims 7, 14, and 22 objected to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1 -6, 8-1 3, 1 5-22 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

7. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection 
presented in this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. 
See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as 
set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from 
the examiner should be directed to MARCUS R. SMITH whose telephone 
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number is (571 )270-1 096. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon- 
Thurs: 7:30 am - 5:00 p.m. and every other Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the 
examiner's supervisor, Chau Nguyen can be reached on 571 272-3126. The fax 
phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from 
the Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information 
for published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public 
PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair- 
direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll- 
free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service 
Representative or access to the automated information system, call 800-786- 
9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

MRS 5/21/08 
/CHAU T. NGUYEN/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2619 



